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THE SEPTUAGINT TEXT OF HOSEA COMPAEED WITH THE 
MASSOEETIC TEXT.* 

By Gaylard H. Patterson, Ph. D., 

New Haven, Conn. 



Preliminary Eemarks. 



In sympathy with all earnest effort to obtain a better text of the Old Testa- 
ment, I was led, at the suggestion of my esteemed friend and teacher, Professor 
W. E. Harper, to take up the study of the Septuagint version of Hosea. Good 
use has been made of the Targum by Wunsche,t and SebokJ has investigated the 
variations of the Peshitta. But the most important of the versions for textual 
criticism, the Septuagint, has received little attention, having been investigated 
only in a general way by the commentators as well as by Vollers in Das Dodekapro- 
pheton der Alexandriner. 

It is not my purpose to repeat the history of the version, the legend of its 
origin, etc., since this work has already been done by those who have wider 
experience. The purpose is simply to compare the Septuagint with the Masso- 
retic text and note the conclusions that may be drawn from such comparison. 

The great question, however, in the study of the LXX. to-day is whether the 
variations, which it presents, are due to arbitrariness of translation or to differ- 
ence of recension. Thus it is my object to consider whether there are variations 
in the translation which would not be allowed a translator, and if so, whether 
these are due to arbitrariness on the part of the translator or to difference of 
recension. 

Before proceeding to the consideration of the differences between the texts, it 
seems best to present a brief outline of the manner in which the investigation is 
conducted. Having studied the text verse by verse it was my intention to pre- 
sent the results in somewhat the same form as is followed in the works of Lagarde, 
Wellhausen, Ryssel, etc., but this, it seems, fails to present to the mind any clear 
idea of the variations as a class. Therefore, after a brief statement in regard to 
the condition of the text of the LXX., the variations are considered under three 
general divisions which I have named Interpretation, Doubtful and Becensional. 
Under Interpretation those variations which may, in any fair way, be attributed to 



* Part of a thesis presented to the Faculty of the Department of Philosophy and the Arts, 
Yale University, for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy, by Gay lard H. Patterson. 

t Der Prophet Hosea Ubersetzt und erklUrt mit Benutzung der Targumim und der jiXdischen Aus- 
leger, Baschi, Aben Ezra und David KimcM. Leipzig, 1868. 

t Die Syrinche Uebersetzung der zwSlf Hleinen Propheten und ihr VerhSUniss zu dem massoret- 
ischen Text und zu den ttlteren Uebersetzungen u. s. w. Breslau, 1887. 
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the translation through free translation, different punctuation, confusion of let- 
ters, etc., are considered. Under Doubtful cases, those variations which are of 
such a nature that one cannot determine whether they are due to the translator 
or to a difference of MSS., are considered, and under Becensional those cases 
which can only be accounted for on the supposition that the translation is based 
on a MS. or MSS. differing somewhat from those underlying the Massoretic text. 
In these divisions the material is classified as in Workman's Text of Jeremiah. 
He adopts the old terminology " in an accommodated sense." With the Masso- 
retic text as the basis, the variations of the second and third divisions are consid- 
ered under additions and omissions of letters, words, phrases, etc., "alterations 
of mood, tense, gender, person, number and case." Substitutions of parts of 
speech, syntactical forms, etc. Thus the first consideration is as to the integrity 
of the text of the LXX. Then those variations, which may be attributed to the 
translator, are considered and thus one is familiarized with the general character 
of the translation in such a way that he may proceed to the consideration of the 
doubtful and recensional cases with an additional criterion by which to estimate 
the value of the variations in these cases.* 

The Hebrew text used in the discussion is the edition by Baer and Delitzsch ; 
the fac-simile of the Codex Babylonicus Petropolitanus edited by H. L. Strack 
was also consulted. Tischendorf's sixth edition of the Septuagint is used and 
fac-similes of the Vatican and Alexandrian MSS. have been consulted.t 

Condition of the Greek Text. 

With corruption in both the Hebrew and the Greek, results become very 
uncertain ; so, while the examination of the text of the LXX. involves a special 
investigation of itself, a few cases of interest may be noticed here. 

In 7:2 there is manifest corruption, for the reading oTraj owdduoiv &g adovrec — 
is neither Greek nor Hebrew, nor is the variant is™? owaSovmv <5f awadovTee, better. 
Ewald suggests that the text may have been <Jc owtfdovrec h ry napdia avrav.% This 
might then be a free translation, or perhaps they misread "POP for "HON* . To 
suppose with Ewald that they read 22*72 IHiN' 103 is *° increase the difficulty. 

T : * '" : 

In 10:6 the reading nal avrbv e'tQ 'Aaavpiovc; fir/Gavrst;, a-irqvs-yicav ^svca r<p flaGiku 
'lapeijj. kv Sofiari 'Etypaip Ski-erai, must be corrupt ; S,ivia and h 66/j.ari seem to be a 

double translation for the same word, though the latter may be for the Hebrew 
In 13:3 the daupvuv of the LXX. is probably a confusion of letters from anpiSuv 



* Since the above divisions were made the excellent and recent work of Canon Driver has 
come to the writer's hands and he Is pleased to find in it a very clear statement of the proper 
method of investigation. Cf . Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel. Oxford, 1890, p. xl. 

t It is gratifying to know that an excellent edition of the Greek text is now being prepared 
for the Syndics of the University Press, Cambridge, by H. B. Swete, D. D. 

* Prophets of the Old Testament. Vol. I., p. 273. London and Edinburgh, 1875. 
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which is a variant and a translation of the Hebrew consonants ; natrvoMxm is 
another variant and a good translation of the Hebrew. 

In 9:10 the reading gkokov h avicy may have arisen in some such way as is 
suggested by Schleusner,* viz., gkowov is a confusion of letters of the word K.(a)p\rcov 
with csko.izov and m of g{v)kt/, which might then be a free translation. The paral- 
lelism establishes the Hebrew. 

Instances of readings which seem to be due to the confusion or to the simi- 
larity in writing of the Greek letters are the following : The reading of the LXX. 
in 4:14, viz., ml 6 laic o cvviav cmiisTrAensTo /jera 7r6pvt)c, for which the Peshitta has 
|S-J1 ynis V-aA sa ^ jlj tiflLo , is best explained as a corruption, since the 
Peshitta, departing from the Massoretic text, agrees with the LXX. except that it 
has the negative. Compare with this 13:13, where Cyrilf explains the LXX. mmc 6 
moc gov o <j>p6vi[M>c, as used sarcastically; and Cappelle conjectures that J$7 was 
read ?&) . But better than these is the explanation of Marck (cited by Simson), 
viz., vide gov = vibe oh, ( having been copied a second time. In 2:16 the LXX. has 
nai ra^a amf/v £>c epr//Mv for ""OHOU n*J"D l ?'in , l • Concerning this Schleusner 
observes " ubi loco rafw * * * reponendum videtur afw vel avdgo avrfjv elc ipri/iov. 
Afw habet quoque Cod. Basil." These last instances as well as a conjecture of 
Drusius (cited by Wiinsche) that iuikpai 7:5 is due to the manner of writing the 
dative HMEPAI, are sufficient to show that one must examine the ancient charac- 
ters of the Greek before he can determine to what extent the manuscripts have 
been influenced by transcription alone. This and the evident corruption indicate 
that one must handle the text with great discrimination. " But fortunately in 
this case sound results in detail must precede and not follow the establishment of 
a text sound throughout."! 

Interpretation. 

Under this division, as already indicated, it is proposed to consider those 
variations which may be attributed to the translation, whether arising directly 
from interpretation, or in any way due to the translator. Since the Greek trans- 
lator of this book must have found difficulty in interpretation owing to the 
peculiarities of the style of the Prophet, this becomes one of the obstacles in the 
way of the textual study of the book. These peculiarities may be stated sum- 
marily as follows : brief and unconnected sentences ; frequent neglect of gender, 
person and number ; intermingling of similes and metaphors ; scanty use of parti- 
cles ;l feeble parallelism ; rare words ; peculiar constructions ; inversions ; ana- 
colutha and corruption of text. To what extent the translation has been affected 
by failing to observe these peculiarities will appear in the following. 



* Novus Thesaurus in Vetus Testamentum. Glasgow, 1883. 

+ J. P. Migne's edition of Patrologia Graeea. Paris, 1859. Vol. LXXI., p. 311. 

* Encyclopedia Britanntca. Article, " Septuagint" by Wellhausen. Vol. XXI., p. ( 
§ Henderson's Commentary on the Minor Prophets, p. 1. Andover, 1S68. 
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I. There may be noted cases in which a word is given a meaning belonging 
to it, but not the proper force according to the context, as in the case of 

1. Nouns, when there is used, 

a. A Common Noun for a Proper Noun. pow6c for HJ^Jl m 5:8; 9:9 and 
10:9, influenced perhaps by 4:13 and 10:8, where the common noun occurs. The 
first part of the words ttttfVD and 7NfiO , 4:15; 5:8; 12:5, etc.* is always 
translated by oXkoq. Other examples are anoirid = |~J5V/2 > *» :1 \ li"'i u s = /7D7 ■> *>:8. 

6. A Proper for a Common Noun. 'lapdp. — 3"V S ; l 3 an d 10:6. Compare, 
however, A.V. and R.V. In this case the article would be expected with 
717Q . ^ and to the mouth of an Oriental are nearly related. Cf. Ps. 16:1. 

For M.&xpag cf. p. 195. 

2. Verbs ; in some cases 

a. A fair meaning is given, airoppi^ra = j"TQ7 ■> 10:7,15 ; k-nanovu = JfJ^ , 
2:23,24; cf. A. V., while in 5:5 and 7:10 ffjy = ra-n-avdu, (^s-), etc. 

b. Not in accordance with the context, as in 14:9 ; 2:17, where the same 
word is similarly translated. 6fioi6o> = fyQ"J , 4:5,6 ; xapaaumau = JJ>")fl ■> 10:11, 
13, etc. 

3. Tense. A few cases wiil suffice to show that the translation cannot be 
relied upon in expressing accurately the force of a particular tense. In 1:2 
kitrropvevovva, EKiropvevaet for IfJfJl |"jj| is a simple translation of the idiom, but 
fails to convey the idea in its proper force. In 2:1 %v is used for ,"7*771 while the 

t t : 

same is used for JTfT 8:6, and in 11:4 n*nXl — K< " leo/im, while DDtJ'OK is 
translated by is-lreiva avrol>c, etc. Even upon superficial examination one discovers 
the inaccuracy of the translation in this particular. But when it is remembered 
that interpreters still disagree as to the force of the " Perfect " and " Imperfect " 
in particular cases, one is not surprised to find that the " present perfect," the 
"frequentative imperfect," etc., are not properly rendered. Such nice shades of 
expression cannot be expected in the translation. On the contrary it is just the 
slavishness of the translation that makes it possible to reconstruct the Hebrew 
text from it. No one would attempt it from a modern translation. 

4. Government. There are cases in which the government or construction of 
a phrase or sentence is not exact as when 

a. A verb is read transitively with an object when it should be intransitive, 

as nal a'i/iara if al/iam /iitryovm for * 1 VJJ D'D73 D'OT) 4:2 ; ifikpiaav nap6tag civtuv 

'|tt • T : • t :. 

for 037 [3717 1^:2 ; ait'eorpetyz rip bpyijv piov for '£X 2JJ^ 14:5, etc. Compare also 

T • | - T ■ - T 

13:15b, where, however, they may have pointed the verbs differently, 

b. Which may also be the case in certain active verbs which are read passively, 
as in 12:11 HJ37N = ^tjoiadw ; 5:7 "|7» = h/nvvfft7/<jav(?), etc. 



* When etc. occurs, a few unimportant cases are not cited since the cases under this division 
are cited simply to set forth the general character of the translation ; otherwise the treatment 
is exhaustive. 



194 Hbbbaica. 

c. The subject and object of the verb are also sometimes confused. In 4:11 
this affects the entire verse. 

II. As indicated, some of the above variations may have arisen from a differ- 
ent pointing. To this cause many variations may be attributed and in some cases 
the LXX. reading is to be preferred. Sometimes the change is 

1. A Noun for a Verbal Form. 

"Ol for "Q1 1:2 > also for "131 18:1 - The Massore tic text gives a fair 
construction in Hebrew, and being the more difficult is to be preferred ; it also 
gives a very good sense. The Peshitta and Targum, however, have the noun. 
7)W8 = "WN 13:7. So also the Peshitta ioz], and Vulgate, " in via Assyri- 
orum," and Hitzig * Jljp (adj.) = f|Jp 12:2 and y-)pt = 1f7fcHp» 11:7 wrongly, 
as also ?|rbl for '31131 6:9, and though in 4::19 "iSlf for yy^ is adopted by 
Drake,t the sense and context are better sustained by the Massoretic text. 

2. Verbal Form for Noun. 

N"12 = N"13 8:9, but this is contrary to the 8th verse. DOSS^' = D'33^ 
8:6, wrongly, as also rWlS"? for nilfl 1 ? 2:17. In 12:6 n>!T for ,1111* occurs 
the more easily, as niiT occurs in the preceding. 

3. Verbal Form for Verbal Form. 

In 3:1 y\ rDIlK — JH ri^il^ • Drake assumes this without doubt to be 
the true reading. Hermann! also adopts it, explaining the arrangement, however, 
as chiastic. The ordinary reading is adopted by all the later commentators, but 
it seems that a slight variation from the LXX. and Massoretic text, reading 
JH J"DnN & f ter J - -D- Michaelis,? gives a better parallelism as well as uniformity 
in the use of the participles. The first two, thus, refer to the evil habits of the 
woman in relation to her 'paramour and the consequent adultery, while the next 
couplet refers to Israel's relation to " other gods " and the consequent idolatrous 
practice, indicated in the expression " love cakes of grapes." Thus it is the way- 
wardness of the woman not the decoyment of idols that is censured. 

In 7:5 l^tTi! f° r ilfttl > not badly. Several other cases, however, are not so 

good, as: »n3Bfa = ♦jiaefii *i8 ; ~nvp rw = T¥p rw «="; iatv = 

1STV 8:3; 1Jfl> = WT 8:10; ftwm = fTC^") N> :14 ; DfTV = DPTT 1 * :4 '■> 

4. A Noun for a Noun. 

TOKfiO = TOISJ'I!? 14:5; cf. 11:7, but wrongly as also m = fiN 12:4, 
perhaps a free translation here. DS'flN = DD'/lK 2:3 ; rOD3TlinN = 
DD'niHK 2:3 ; (?) rf^ = H^V 4:13 ; D^ftf = 6Jt& 5:6 ; QnpZ = D")p3 
5:6; 'p\r&)£ = Hil^ 10:is! 



T T : 



* Die zwlilf kleinen Pmpheten. Leipzig-, 2d edition, 1852, p. 56. 

t Notes on Jonah and Hmea. Cambridge, 1853, p. 98. 

t Studien und Kritlkcn, 1879, p. 515. 

§ Deutsche Uebrrsetzuiw des Alten Testaments. Vol. XI. Goettingen, 1782, pp. 4 and 21. 
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5. Other Cases. Q# for Qj; 12:1 ; Q»Q = D»p 11:10 ; (?) f>{< = J<|N 12:12. 
These and other cases are noted under other heads. Cf. VIII., pp. 201 sq. 

III. There is also a number of variations arising from a different arrange- 
ment and construction of the text, consisting in 

1. The different grouping of words, affecting 

a. A change in a verse, as 4:5 5\QH VVOT1 Jl'?*'/ 1 — VVICT ' bpoiooa n> fiyrepa 

I : • • • T : t:a T 

gov. Vulgate, "Nocte tacere feci matrem tuam." The connective T probably 
did not occur in the MSS. from which these translations were made. The paral- 
lelism and contrast between day and night favor the Massoretic text. In 9:6 the 

LXX., en rakantupias 'AtyvirTov, nai tKSt^erai avrovg Mefiftg^ not 6&i[>ei avrovg Ma^/iac /c.r./l,, 

misses the sense perhaps because of the general expression preceding DHVQ an d 
the subject standing first ; while the incorrect reading of "JOHQ a l so conduced 
to this. Jerome* thought they confused "J and *"| . Md^ac is elsewhere the 
translation of {Jt'030 and so associating this with Egypt they have misread here. 

in 9:4, on 1 ? b*JiK arbs orrror fr-my vb) = lxx., «.: «b X *w 

avT<i oi Bvaiai avrav <jf aproc; irevdovc, k.t.Ti. Variant, ydiivavro k.t.?.. Peshitta, 
^oi^a* our, v aiam a J Po . Targum, p.TJTttp Mpl? |V?apJV ity • The 
one reading of the LXX. as well as the Peshitta and Targum take Qn*|"Ot as 
the subject of the verb, giving the better construction. The variant of the LXX. 
has in its favor also the fact that fjSvvu when used actively takes the accusative. 
Cheyne suggests that the Massoretic division "was possibly caused by a wish to 
preclude a misinterpretation of Hosea's language, viz., that the Israelites would 
go on sacrificing to Jehovah even when in captivity, "t Other cases may be found 
in 9:11; 11:8; 12:1,2,3; 13:2 and 14:8; they need no comments. 

b. A change in more than one verse, as in 4:14,15 : fffiN ni?"DX { D^V* • 
LXX. — awenteiteTo /iera TropvjjQ. Zv. Here the LXX. seem to have tried to bring 
the last of the verse into consonance with the phrase *n*lf)* HUffl DJ? > an( i 
thus translate freely, reading Q^ f° r DK a ye! T eas J confusion. Sebok, how- 
ever, suggests that the LXX. which he thinks the Peshitta followed, deluded by 
the sound of the letters, translated fifl 1 ?* , but this does not seem well supported 
by his references. At any rate a glance at the text shows it to be incorrectly 
construed. 

In 9:8,9 for "tf| 'DO 1JW IpWl I VTfM* JV33 HOBfe'D the LXX. 

has fzaviav h oka Beov KaTeirT)%av. efdapqaav k.tX The two verbs coming together in 

the Hebrew were separated by the translator and the first was given to the pre- 
ceding clause. The Massoretic text, however, gives a possible construction and 
being the more difficult is to be preferred. Other cases may be found in 4:11 ,12 ; 
5:15 and 6:1, also 6:10,11. 

2. The different grouping of letters, as in 4:4, where ♦ ?,*"£) *3*"1D5 HP^I ~ 

* Patrologia Latlna, Ed. J. P. Migne, Paris, 1845. Vol. X_XV., p. 894. 

t The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges. Rosea. Cambridge, 1887, p. 94. 
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LXX. & di laog fxov <5f avrtlsySfinvoc lepev(. The LXX. reading suits the context 
better in placing 3 so as to read *Q^ , cf . v. 6. The ^ in the Massoretic text is 
probably from the first of the following word, and so this case might have been 
considered under Recensional variations, but being connected with an otherwise 
free translation it seemed best to consider both under Interpretation. The trans- 
lation of the latter part may be thought to invalidate that of the first part, but 
the final Yodh of *3 HOD was probably obscured in the MS., and thus this would 
be a fair translation following closely the order of the words, since in Greek the 
regular order would be the reverse. Thus the LXX. becomes a safeguard against 
such conjectures as that of Wellhausen* unless such corruption took place before 
the translation was made. One conjecture by Eobertson Smith,t viz., *3 '")QD > 
is antedated by a conjecture cited by Bosenmiiller,t viz., " Quos conjecturae juvant, 
miror, in earn pariter non incidisse, qua legeretur *2 HD3 cum arflxo primae 
pers. singul. sicut contendens adversus me sacerdos, ita ut sensus exoriretur periodi ; 
turn populus tuus turn sacerdos mihi contradicunt et adversantur. ' Si genuina 
floret lectio in Alexandrina versione, videri haec posset isti conjecturae ex parte 
faveri.' "? 

In 6:5 for J$^* "TjJ< I'tDSJJ'IDI the LXX. has ml to np'ma jxov c>g fag b^elevGerai ; 

the Peshitta, ^oasJ i?sioJ y—*.] Jx.?o ; the Targum, pQ} "liiljp *JH1 • These 
versions surely give the better reading here, not involving a change of person nor 
the necessity of supplying, as the Massoretic text does. As is evident, this simply 
requires the 3 to be joined to the following word ; it is favored by Cheyne and 
others. 

Other cases are the following : For *mifi 12") i 8 :12 > the translation in the 

LXX. is ir'Af/dog, ml Ta vo/u/ia avrov k.tX = VWlfVl 3*1 • lu 7:11 for ")JOp QHXQ 
13/(1 "llCJ^'N the LXX. has Alyvirrov enemlelTo, koX tig ' Kaavpiovg n.r.l. = D'"1VQ 
"1J1 "TltjM JOD- I 11 11=2 for OiTJflO the LXX. is en. TzpogCmov /ioV avrol. 

1NVO = INVftJ . 6:2,3. Cf. also p. 200 for 7:1. 

IV. The character of the languages being so different, allowance must be 
made for certain variations due to the genius of each language ; as in the case of 

1. Asyndeton, which occurs much more frequently in Hebrew than in Greek. 
Cf. 1:1 ; 3:1, etc. 

2. Verbal Apposition, when the second verb is often translated by an infini- 
tive. Cf. 1:6; 5:11, etc. 

3. Abstract Plurals, which are usually well translated by the singular, as in 
1 ;2 > D*J1Jt HWii = yvvaiKa iropveiag. Cf. also 2:4,6 ; 5:4, etc. 

4. Collectives, which are often translated by the plural, as in 2:20, where the 



* History of Israel. Edinburgh, 1885, p. 138. 

t The Prophets of Israel. New York, 1882, p. 406. 

t Scholia in Vetus Testamentum. Leipzig, 1812. VII., 1, p. 124. 

8 Dissertationes Aurivilii. Goettingae et Lipsiae, 1790, p. 606. 
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Hebrew ("TtfcJTF D*fl Oty = " £ ™ ™ v foipiw rc * aypob. So also the other collectives 
of the verse and elsewhere. Some cases are more doubtful, as d/mpri.ag for riNSDll 
4:8; slfpavav j}a<nlelg = Tj^P'ltlQE'' 7:3 - 

5. Infinitives, as in 4:2, where the infinitives are translated by nouns, repre- 
senting the sense fairly. However, the translator may have vocalized the words 
as nouns ; the stronger expression is given in the received text. 

6. Peculiarities. 

a. In the translation of niDITl 1:6, etc., it cannot be determined whether the 
translator read HOmO a participle, or a perfect JlOni t since he would prob- 

T T \ '. T T "-, 

ably translate in the same way in either case. Thus the translation seldom gives 
any light on such forms. 

6. In a western language the expression " their souls " is preferable to " their 
soul," but such an expression is quite common in Hebrew. In 4:8 for the He- 
brew itJ>'t)J the LXX. has rag fvxdg avrav, reading DJJ?3J perhaps, as do many 
Hebrew MSS., or they may have referred the singular sufHx to the community 
and thus - translated in the plural ; in either case the effect upon the noun is the 
same, requiring the plural. Cf. also 9:11, DT133 = <" *>£<" <">™ v ; 13:8, Q^fo = 

napdiag avrav, etc. 

c. In the Greek a part of speech frequently carries its force farther than in 
the Hebrew, and so where it would be repeated in Hebrew the one answers in 
Greek. Such is the case in 5:6, where D"1p551 DJN1D = /"™ vpoparuv ml 
fi6c X uv. Note also the translation of D^NJN KlOO DISK ^iNS' TO i 13:14, 

viz., ck x el P°S aSov pvao/iai nal e/c Bavdrov ?Mrpacro/j.ai avrovg. Variant avrovg for nal. 

d. Frequently the term T)tJ?'{< is translated as referring to the inhabitants, 
as in 7:11, etc. 

e. Other Cases. In 2:23 Qf-ft D'Ot^'H-fiN TltyH — k^anovao/iai ™ ohpava, 

" '• 'i\t t - v v v: V 

nal avrdg. In 5:1 f")KJ~ ! lpO£l' = 'A/coixrare ravra. 

V. Some minor variations may also be explained as free translations and 
may easily be detected. Such are the following : 

1. Those which may be said to give the sense of what is expressed figuratively 
in Hebrew, as in 2:7, where for iRVftfi HO? tae LXX. ™ l/idnd pov nal ra bddvtd 
/mi, gives the article for the material of which it is made and this is not far from 
the Hebrew. Cf. Lev. 13:47, where IJQ occurs with these words; cf. also 2:11. 
The translation of the last word of the verse, *«|pt2> , by ndvra baa /tor. koBt/ku rep- 
resents the idea of the Hebrew in a general expression. In 2:17 iTO*D = ™ 
Krij/iara ahrrjg, " which," as Simson observes, "is perhaps not to be emended to 
Kkfj/iara with Drusius, but explains itself from the peculiarity of the LXX., in the 
use of synecdoche, preferring to place the genus for the species."* 

2. In many places Q")* seems to have been taken in a general sense and is 
translated by the plural. Cf. 4:6;. 5:9; 7:5; 10:14, etc. 



* Der Prophet Hosea. Hamburg und Gotha, 1851, p. 101. 
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3. There are also some cases in which the translator seems to have given a 
peculiar meaning to a form by reference to the root from which the word is 
derived, as in 2:17, where for HIDfl fins'? the LXX. has dtavoiijai avveaw avrr/c, 
pointing the first as an infinitive, which, with the ordinary meaning of /"HpJl , 
does not make good sense ; but the translation is not so remote as to require the 
conjecture that they read nZpft (Drusius). The words in their first meanings are 
not so far apart as they seem to be, J"flp meaning "to bind" and avveaig {awirifu) 
" a joining together," so that though Hlpi"! is n °t translated elsewhere by this 
word, it seems probable that it is the form which was before the translator. The 
vocalization, however, may have been HIDf! as Sebok suggests. The LXX. take 

t|: 

this verse as one of warning and so the translation of this phrase is more in accord- 
ance with the context as thus understood. In 5:12 yjy is translated by rapaxn 
and the root from which ttfty * s derived is frequently translated by rapaaau, so 
that, though the exact meaning is not given here, the translator's intention is 
shown to be right. 

4. There are other cases in which the meaning given a word or form is 
inexact, as in 1:6, where avTiTaocro/ievog avra-a^ofmi for J$i*?X NJJO does not seem 

T V T 

so strange when one thinks of the different interpretations that have been given 
this clause by the commentators. Wiinsche and Nowack say this translation 
demands the Hithpa el, but it is to be remembered that the translator must not 
be held responsible for modern knowledge of grammar ; moreover such transla- 
tion nowhere occurs for the Hithpa el. It is also to be noted that the same words 
occur in 1 Kgs. 11:34 for UDJJ'X N^J ? from which Schleusner conjectured 
that the translator read the same here. However, the emphatic infinitive con- 
struction points to the form here as the basis, and if the translations are in any 
way related then it seems probable that the translator of Kings read KJW 
IJltf t^K which only involves the change of a f| to an X ; not a difficult change 
with the old Hebrew characters. Though the translation itself cannot be sup- 
ported, it is interesting in that it shows an attempt to translate the form which 
occurs in the received text. Moreover the influence of >3 preceded by a negative 
perhaps had some force in affecting the translation. In this case it may be com- 
pared with that of the A. V. In 2:15 the LXX. has cv ale 't^eUvev avrolt for "ItJ^X 
DH 1 ? "VDpn ■> referring "IJ^'fri , with Q13 omitted, to *Q* , to which Hitzig refers 
it also, since otherwise the latter part of the verse requires some additional expla- 
nation. Nowack takes "IjyK as an accusative of time. There is no reason for 
supposing that the translator* found Q^ i n the MS.* used. In 3:2 the translation 
of H'TDN by t-/uct)uaa/j,>}v is probably based on the same text. Cf. the Arabic 
.jf in the eighth form. However, the translator may have referred it to *13{Jf . 

* The singular, translator, should not be taken as Implying that the translation was made by 
one person, since this is not known, but it is used for sake of convenience. MS. is used in the 
same way. 
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In the difficult figurative language of 7:4sqq. the translator seems to have 
found some difficulty, but has given the words fairly, though missing the sense. 
0^5 is translated by mivre? , either dropping Q on account of the same letter fol- 
lowing, or probably it is used as expressing the meaning. (Cf. v. 7): KaTaaavfiaToe 
for JTDC seems to have been taken as referring to the fire and thus the sense 
is missed. In v. 5 loifi6g for W^ does not give the exact meaning of the word, 
but it is frequently used for V*") . In v. 6 avenavdrjaav for 1^"lp does not require 
the conjectures that the reading was y\ft (Cappelle), (Tip (Buxtorf), etc. The 
sense seems to have been adapted to the figure. The translation of ^~\ii by 
mrapacca is free also. Cf. the translation of 3"1K by narappia in 1 Sam. 2:35. 

In 12:7 the LXX. iyyi& for f"Rp is probably a free translation. Though the 
phrase "7J< 3"^P *° which the translation corresponds is one of frequent occur- 
rence, Ezek. 40:46; I Sam. 14:36, etc., the other is also, as in Ps. 37:34; 27:14, 
and suits the following T0fl better. 

• T 

In 5:8 several words are rendered freely, as may be seen by a reference to the 
text, but the idea is conveyed ; such is the case also in 8:4, but the idea in "O^OH 
and Wjj'n is not so we U expressed. Other cases of free translation are the fol- 
lowing : liJDX* = ii&etyovoiv, 4:3 ; IJf^S* = KaTsv6vvuac, 4:10 ; ")*J2K = ffyao/uu, 
4 ;l 7 ; "HD jmD = irapourrp&aa k.t.Ti., 4:16; nf"Q} = anion), 5:3 ; TjJQ ffi!T3 = 
on rbv Kvpiov kyKaTiMirov, 5:7 ; J"0|"J7 = ^YY°£> 1'&\ 13 Hplf == H>/ v ®W a v avru, 7:9 ; 
("ODiO = maTa (<* n^0N)i «> :9 i IJOp' — ^avaciTt/ao^sHa (?), 6:2 ; If)") = avE/i6(j>0opa, 
8:7 ; tTIO'p = Mffyof , 9:6 ; nSH = irr6veoev, 9:16 ; "pJjftN = v^paomH (foO ?), 
11:8 ; jTlDN^n = aomiiTu, 13:5 ; T ^tftf = nmtyp* 13:7 ; etc. 

VI. Tliere are some variations which appear to be slight turns given to 
expressions for the sake of clearness or interpretation. They are cases which, if 
retranslated into Hebrew, would require, 

1. An alteration or substitution, as in 4:3, where for the Hebrew ^JSJil 

H3 ntJ'l* "73 fche LXX. is nal OfiiKpwBrjOETai avv iracsi toI; KaroiKovotv avn'/v. The verb 
t ■• T 

being taken as passive it was easiest to refer it to the land, and thus |"Q 35fV /D 
is construed, as the following words, with 3 • In 4:12 the force of 3 in the first 
clause is either carried over to the second or the translator supposed the second 
should agree, reading i^pO^I > but this does not suit here. In 9:8,17 the suffixes 
are not translated, but in the connection the general term D^nVK seems to have 
been preferred, though the translator probably found *n 1 7J< in the MS. If the 
Greek ml rd^u abrf/v &; ipy/iov, 2:16, is original this is a turn in expression, but see 
p. 192. Of. also Clij^ = arenvadf/oovTai, 9:12 ; Off? "Vti = Seftaioi elmv, 7:13. 

2. An addition, as in 2:10, where, for the Hebrew 3ntl Vh *J"VT"in f|DDl 

*\l£?V , the LXX. is nal apyvpuyv h-KXifiwa airy, amrj de apyvpa nal xpvoa tiro'it/ae, which 

seems to have been caused by the peculiarity of the arrangement of the Hebrew. 



* Modern interpreters also find difficulty in translating the Hebrew words (or lion. 
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There is an attempt to convey the idea. But are the people represented as using 
silver which God had given and gold which he had not given ? 

In 3:3, if htpa was in the original it is a wrong interpretation, but some 
editions do not have it,* and it is probably a correction. 

In 4:2, misled by taking the infinitives as nouns, the translator makes these 
the subject of the verb 1^*15 which is translated nixmai «r£ rijc ym, retaining the 
image of the breaking forth of water, as also the Vulgate in " inundaverunt," and 
this probably explains the addition ; though it may be a copyist's error, being 
repeated from the preceding verse. 

In 7:1 for the Hebrew p|-Q -fnj tDtJ'fi N"0* 3U1 the LXX. has ml 

iO\k-KT7jr irphr avrov Aoth-votrai, kiidi.ovryKUiv Ariary^ h' rri nd$ avrov. The addition arose 

perhaps from carrying out J$"|5 more fully than the verb alone does. (Cf. 9:4, 
where the preposition is added to convey the idea.)- The variation in the last is 
suggested by the preceding, but the initial 1 of the following verse was no doubt 
read as a suffix to t'lCQ • 

In 5:14 the Hebrew DHiDK pltJM? seems to have been too general an expres- 
sion for the translator, and the vowel letters not being in the MSS.f perhaps he 
took this form as well as the following Wf") as active and supplied the object 
for the first. Similarly fT^tJ^l , 5:13, is not expressed in Greek without an object 
as easily as in Hebrew, so ir/Kf/tof is supplied as an object in Greek. 

Other cases may be seen in the following : n"?X = "wdpov ovotaaCovroc, 4:13 ; 

}i$'j7 = Giiv/tvm etpv/iov 13:8 ; TJt^l — TriwdfoiiTre, 14:9 ; O^^fl = avraitoSdoeae aov (?), 

9:7; variant, avTcmadooeag ; pf^HK = «j' a7ri 7< Te "f p»v, 11:4; etc. 

t — f- 
VII. There are some cases in which the translator has mrssed the sense 

through a false construction or misunderstanding of a word, etc. There may be 

noted, 

1. The misunderstanding of words and incorrect reading of suffixes often con- 
nected with such misunderstanding, as in 2:18, where ,l ?^3 = fiaakup.. This 
probably arose out of a difficulty in the mind of the translator in not understand- 
ing how Yahweh could ever have been called '^JO , or an unwillingness to 
admit it. 

In 13:14 ^'"O"! = <5«o7 aov , referring to the singular *"Q1 rather than to 

In 11:1 for the Hebrew ^y^fr * ne LXX. is to rkuva avrov, referring by the 
suffix to Israel probably, but this would be their- fathers. Cf. Mt. 2:15. Note also 
the suffixes of the first for the third person in 12:5. 

In 7:16 PPO"! = evrsrafihov, cf. Jer. 4:29 ; fi^SO = aadevr/oei., 4:5 ; fi^BO = 
ijoOevijoav } 14:2 ; ^™JTj"7 = tcardiMpTrof;, 14:7. 



* Field's Hexapla. Oxford, 1875. Vol. II., p. 944. 

t The "plena seriptio" probably was not common in the MSS. which the translators used. 
Cf . iVotes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel, p. xxxii. 
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2. Wrong Constructions. Closely connected with the preceding is the mis- 
understanding of the word V1/DD * 10-5, for which the LXX. reads m6ac 
Trapemapavav abrdv, deriving it from fHQ with ^ , but this construction requires 
"IB'IO • The uncommon word seems to have caused difficulty. 

In 2:19 for QQjy'3 "TU^ 1*131' it'?} the LXX. is ml ov pi) fivJicdomv owe en ra 

t * : T ■ 

bvo/mra avrav, taking *J in construction with the verb and translating as in the 
Hiph'il. Cf. Josh. 23:7 ; Isa. 48:1. Perhaps they vocalized as Hiph'il, but VOt* 

: t ■ 

seems well sustained. Cf. Zech. 13:2. 

In 6:5 for Q*{<^J3 TOVH the LXX. has atritikpiaa rotif irpoQf/rac vfiav. No 

object being expressed for the verb the phrase was probably taken in the sense of 
" slaying in " or " among the prophets " and read DD'N'"^"! • The received text 
and interpretation are sustained by the parallelism. 

In 11:6 for y-ft nfi^DI V"»J7D 31H TftVft the LXX. has ml T,a6ivt,cev 

kv po/Mpata kv ralg irdXeaiv avrov, ml aarevavaev kv ral<; x c P clv avrov. The first verb 

is derived from n*?*! an d both it and fi 1 ^ are taken intransitively, while 
V"D is made to correspond with V1^3 in the first clause and so is read 
y"|*"J • The translator seems to have been influenced by an attempt to bring 
out parallelism. 

In 9:1 ^*J| 'jit is translated in the LXX. by pr/Si ev^palvov ; in the Vulgate, 
" noli exultare." The early translators probably overlooked the fact that ^H is 
not thus used. They may have read ^JH *?K , but cf. Job 3:22, which favors 
the received text. 

In 7:14 the LXX. makes Q3^ the subject of the verb in the translation ml 

ova kfidrjoav irpbc pe al Kopdiai avrav, for the Hebrew 02/"2 '/N IpJW H/) • 

In 6:7 VQJ7 D1JO (1/2(11 » the translation of which is avrol Si elaw <5c 
avBpaTToc: jmpapalvuv. VQ^ is read "OJ^ ' qualifying 0*1JO • This is a weak 
statement, but perhaps not more so than one interpretation of 4:4, viz., " thy 
people are as they that strive with the priest," or the expression in 5:10. 

In 6:8 V)H O'TJffi J"l**1p = """^'f kpyaC,ofihq paraia ; J^Jf t}'0}?*2 = « v r0 'f 
Xaolg avrov (annexion i*), 7:8 ; iip^) 1 ?) = rub exdiK^aai, 12:3. 

VIII. Again, there are some variations which seem to have arisen through 
the peculiar difficulty presented by the Hebrew or the MSB., or a strange mis- 
understanding of the text. In many cases a combination of these causes explains 
a reading. Since the reason for a variation of this nature is not very evident they 
need not be classified more definitely. The following are instances of such varia- 
tion: 

In 2:4 for the Hebrew fMfiD fJ'JW ")DD1 (v. 5 fiJD'tFSN [£)). the LXX. 

reads ml kt;apa rfjv Kopvetav avrrJQ in. npos&mov flov (v. 5 07raf av ktcSvmi avrfyv). Perhaps 

the first person is used as anticipative of the same in the following verse. Though 
the sense is missed, the translation does not involve any important change in the 

*5 
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text. *1DN for IDfi i and *.3fiQ * or n*J5Q 5 the former being much more 
common would naturally be taken in case of obscurity. 74j in v. 5 was perhaps 
read *3 unless the Greek should read oirac /«?(?). Of. p. 192. 

In 12:15 for the Hebrew DHYIOn DHflN D*JDH the Lxx - ha « £<%«<-«> 
''Eijipai/i ml irapapyiae. ; variant, insert ev before '"Efpal/j.. Is this an attempt to render 
the phrase by the combination of two verbs or was one originally an adverb in 
force, but altered ? The second verb of the Greek is the one most frequently used 
for D^3 , but the other is also used. There must be an alteration or corruption 
here, perhaps a double rendering. 

In 14:8 it is suggested that the LXX. {faovrat ml ficdva^fiaovTat airy, is a double 
translation of \y\ VI"?* ■> being read once VI"?* i oriCe V(1)"V , to which fiedvadytrov- 
T<u corresponds, but this word with bZtoj is unparalleled. This is probably to be 
traced to a tampering with the text of the LXX. Such " conflate readings " are 
probably rightly attributed to admixture from other versions. According to the 
following canon, " If two readings coexist, of which one expresses the Massoretic 
text, while the other can only be explained from a text deviating from it, the 
latter is to be regarded as the original,"* fj-edvcd^aovTai airy should be regarded as 
the original reading. This then may be a free translation of p~" VI* i which 
would not be bad in this connection. 

In 14:3 {tfi^JV^S = 6?™c p) Upr/re. In the unparalleled Hebrew the trans- 
lator seems to have found difficulty, reading J*' 1 ? *3 perhaps for *");■) . The 
difficulty of the expression baffles the modern interpreter also. 

In 12:1 for the Hebrew JQJO D'^HD DJtt ^K DJ* 1") "?}> the LXX. has 
vvv eyvu ahrovQ 6 ffeoc ml 6 Xadf ayiog KsnXi]aerai, mistaking blame for praise, but such a 
sentiment in this connection is altogether out of place. A slight change of con- 
sonants and pointing would admit the Greek reading, viz., *7{tf D#T '■ ilt)p 

Other cases in which a slight change will admit a peculiar reading are the 
following : 6:9 altered to "ljfl 1N*3fTf (D*)"n"l3 t£*'*K Zpb may explain the 

LXX. ml r/ iaxvs aov avfipbc ireiparov supvipav k.t.X. ; also 11:7, ^|""J* V"lD* /V /Nl >t 

T | T . *- .. ; 

for which the LXX. is ml 6 fed? ettI rd Ti/ua avrov (hjuJUiazTai. 12:12 again, 
D'ltf "U^iO ?*N Ij^J'DN for the LXX. el firi Talaad eotiv iv YalahS 

apxovrec With 8:9, Sapa vydn-r/aav compare "t^r\H fl^ilN 1 9:1. The translator 

It:*," t : — t 

has not used HJD anywhere; at least no translation requires it. 13:1, J-)jT^ = 
Simm/iara, perhaps for J~n Aramaic(?). In 8:7 ^"3 seems to have been omitted. 
Bvataarripm ra jfyam)[tiva, 8:12, repeated from 8:11 by copyist ? In 2:8 j-)}tf WTTJll 

jTT*JJ| = ml dvoiKodofitjOo to? ochvg, free ¥ 



* Wotes on the Hebrew Text of the Bonfts of Samnel, p. xlvii. 
t Not 4xi after Simeon aud Wiinseho, as Nowack indicates. 
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IX. Another reason for variation in the translation is the confusion of con- 
sonants ; these must often have been dim and obscure in ancient M8S. Moreover 
the similarity between some of the letters must have led to confusion. The MSS. 
used by the translator were probably written in the old Hebrew or " square " 
characters, and the letters may have been confused in the transmission of those 
MSS. before the translation was made. Hence it is difficult to determine, many 
times, whether the translator erred in reading these, or some copyist before him. 
It seems probable, however, that as good a MS. or MSS. as the average would be 
used in such a translation, and accordingly the following variations may fairly be 
considered as due to the translator. 

In 1:4 for K1!T tne LXX. has 'lobSa. Jerome believed this to have been due 
to the inexperience of the translator, using this word because it was the more 
common. Simson also points out the fact that "Judah" is thus brought into 
consonance with " house of Israel " at the end of the verse. JTDfT might also 
be confused easily with KlfT > especially the apocopated form *Yl,*"p • Thus in 
case of obscurity Judah would naturally be taken. But we, thinking of a definite 
fact, find that the context requires KlfT . 

Instead of ")J? >V ? (2:14) the LXX. has ek /lapripiov, concerning which Jerome 
observed, " LXX. posuermit testimonium, Res et Daleth literarum falsi similitu- 
dine." This seems probable, since Yodh (♦) might easily be obliterated. 

In 10:14 for ^fcO^K Jl*5 the ^XX. nas eK Toi ollcov Toi 'lepofioa/i ; variant, 
'lepofia&X. The latter reading is that of the Alex, and Sin. MSS. ; it is also the 
one Jerome gives for the reading of the LXX. It would seem then that 'jJ^TlK 
was read ^JOT through confusion of tf and * , perhaps also J$ and ty , while 
j"V2 was translated. Possibly a confusion of Zalmunna with Ifcfrvf may have 
led to the peculiar reading here, referring to Jerubaal, mentioned in the same 
passage, viz., Judg. 8. Jerome endeavored to explain the reading from this, but 
the reference is to a place, not to a person. The passage in the Hebrew awaits a 
satisfactory explanation. 

In 4:12 Jf)"\ »3 = jrvefywm of the LXX. The reading was probably 3 for ^ 
and this the more readily since tl^Htl is without an object, unless the reading 
was DJ7nn as m some MSS.,* and is translated freely. 

In 10:2 ; 5:15 and 14:1 Q£J>tf is translated by ifmfa. The translator prob- 
ably read DOS? • Cf. 2:12 and 5:9, where the forms from DOt^ ar « translated 
by derivatives of a$avi(,u. It is possible, however, that the translator may have 
connected these two roots in some such way as Schmoller, whose opinion was 
that from the idea of suffering punishment comes the idea of being desolated, 
waste. 



* Davidson's Hebrew Text. London. P. 123. 
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In 7:6 for 0I7&X the LXX. has "&$patp, which is not easy to explain unless 
the reading of the MS. was DITSN an< l this was confused with the form QH5X 
in some way. Perhaps the left foot of f"| was obliterated and then the remain- 
ing form and Yodh were transposed, or "1 may have been read for ♦ , since 
these letters were sometimes confused in the old characters.* Compare also 
D'O for DID , 6:8. 

In 11:4 the LXX. has wf panifav avOpairoc kirl raf oiay6vag avrov for the Hebrew 
DITn 1 ? *?# *?y *Onp3 » reading ty £D")b3 and omitting one ty : this is 
taken as a threat ; cf . Isa. 50:6. The context shows it to be wrong. 'Avdpunroc is 
used indefinitely, as several times. 

In 8:6 h ™ '\apaifk arose probably from confusing ^ with 3 an( l thus 
□ would seem a repetition or was obscured perhaps. 3 and Q , however, are 
very similar in the old "square" characters and may have been confused in 
the MSS. 

Other examples of such confusion of letters may be seen in the following : 

DN=oy 4:i4; ornj^ = onrtf? 7=12; nets' ?pn=nfly3 pn s:i ; djtv 

= DJTP 9:2; y-\W =TWP 10:11 ; ♦fi t ? = Hfl 1 ? 10:12; ^gf = -)jj> 10:14. Cf. 
also the more doubtful DJS>Nn = DJJ"1 13:1 ; irWK = Ml&H 14:9 ; 2p-\ = 
HDD 5:12 (cf. 13:14?). 

X. Very peculiar are the variations in the translation of the particles. In 
many cases the variation may be affected by the context as in the case of ^ 
which is frequently translated by on and 6i(m but after a negative by blXa. But 
as an accurate knowledge of the use of particles seems to be one of the last attain- 
ments in the study of a language, the translator is not to be censured if he allow 
the context as he understands it to determine the force of a particle. This our 
translator seems to have done always, rather than to have used the particlps at 
any time as an aid in discovering the meaning of a particular passage. The fol- 
lowing groupings of the translations of prepositions, conjunctions, etc., will serve 
to show this : 



n^fcO = nadijg av, 7:12 ; bv Tp6wov, 9:13. 

nnN (*ni"?N) = birioa generally, but /J.era Tama, 3:5. 
rjX = opa, 12:12 ; v\fp>, 12:9; 8™ f , 4:4(?). 
"7|T = ev T 9 <ivt£>, 11:8; niT = "™ T " ( ™ T< ^ ^ ; 2- 
J$7 = ov and ov fit) frequently ; sy, 6:6. 
. \ Sia tovto, 4:3, etc. Cf. p*7 also, 2:8,16, etc. 
I I Svena, 13:6. 



* Cf . Wellhausen's Der Text der Bueeher SamueUs. Gottingen, 1872. Pp. 18 and 1 
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oy 



"am and 6i6n, general. 

aXk' <7, 1:6; 7:14. 

did tovto, 8:10; 9:6. 

brav, 4:14. 

ev, general. 

eni, 2:25 ; 3:5, etc. 

eic, 4:7 ; 5:5, etc. 

np6(, 2:4. 

Kara, 2:11. 

avv, 4:3. 

,u£Ta, 5:6. 

dative, 7:9. 

dative general. 

genitive, 1:9; 2:14, etc. 

ek, 2:14 ; 2:21, etc. 

np6c, 5:1. 

mtj, 2:20 ; 3:3. 

ev, 9:5. 

ftera, general. 

n P 6c, 4:1 ; 12:3, etc. 



' en, general. 
M, 2:20 ; 5:3, etc. 
did, 8:4. 
p •! ^™, 6:2. 
tf , 2:11(?). 
«c, 7:4. 
U, 2:9; 6:6. 

uc, general. 
ica0wc, 2:5 ; 3:1, etc. 
/card, 2:17 ; 4:7, etc. 
ovtoc, 4:9. 

ot^, general. 
Kara, 7:13 ; 8:1. 
ev, 7:14. 
did, 9:15. 



■v 



^K 



irp6c, general. 
em, 3:3 ; 3:5, etc. 
etc, 7:15; 8:1, etc. 
ev, 4:8. 



Perhaps a table of some of the Greek particles with their equivalents in 
Hebrew, according to the translation, may be of interest in showing the peculiari- 
ties in an even more striking way. 



S7r(jf = 7JK i 4:4 

bnuc av = 7fl , 2:5(?) 
didri nal edv =QH »3 (9:12) 



]JKh (8:3) 

fi™ f rf = «?3 (? K 1 ? »D), I*: 3 
♦3 DJI (»:16) 



£JJ 


= 


3* b 


■v 


31p3(5:4; 11:9) 


£(f 


= 


3 «? 


103 (8:12) 


«* 


t'7Ti 


= 


3 «7 


^ 


^K 


npdc 


= 


3 «7 


ay 


"7K 


Kara 


= 


3 


■v 


3 


fieTCL 


= 


3 


DP 


P 


old 


= 




^ 


P 


o.tt6 


= 


ro nnno (*:ia) 


ovto<; = ^ 


P 


fii) 


= 


•w X 1 ? 


1° 




Sid TOVTO 


= 


p 1 ? p ty 


'3 


♦3 DJ (8:10) 


nXijv 


= 


*]N (12:9) 


♦rVnr (i8:4) 




edv 


= 


ON (9:12) 


♦"71K (8:7) 





* The equivalent most frequently used Is underscored; in most cases the references In the 
above table suffice. 
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Thus the majority of the variations which may be attributed to the translator 
have been considered, and the general character of the translation in cases in 
which the text underlying it was similar to the Massoretic text, has been noted. 
It has been seen that passages in which the Greek text is corrupt or doubtful, are 
of such a nature, usually, as to indicate that they should not be used in textual 
study. The cases of free translation are such as may readily be detected, either 
in the peculiar reading or difficulty of the passage, or in the approximate .sense 
expressed. Most of these are of such a nature that, if held to indicate differ- 
ence of recension, one could only substitute a word related in meaning to that 
in the text. 

Interesting cases of the use of the same Greek word for different Hebrew 
words, such as avrairodidu/u for Q^JJ' in 9:8 and 14:3, for y\$ in 4:9; 12:2,14; 
and different Greek words for the same Hebrew word, as ^H = <W<>pa, 11:4, 
and 6xJh>tf, 13:13, which is used for ?{32 > 9:11, show that the translator, not 
always influenced by a desire for uniformity, simply expressed what he regarded 
as the sense of a particular passage. 

There are also slight traces of local influence in the translation as the prob- 
able reference to papdofiariTeia, a sort of divination among the Greeks, in 4:12 ; 
also a reference to the rites of Venus and other deities in the Te-ck^^ivai of 4:14. 
In both cases, however, the translation is fair and may have no reference to cus- 
toms of the Greeks. But after having attributed to the translation all that can 
fairly be considered as belonging to it, in accordance with the general disposi- 
tion or tendency of the translator, — his evident fairness of intention,— there still 
remains a number of variations unexplained. 

Doubtful Cases. 

There is a number of variations the character of which is doubtful. One 
cannot say positively that they are due to difference of recension, but they seem 
to be due to this. In some cases the readings are certainly not as good as those 
given in the Massoretic text, but at the same time they bear evidence of having 
been translated from Hebrew, while in other cases they are much better than the 
received reading. 

I. Under this division additions may be considered first. 

1 . No great stress can be laid on the addition of a letter or particle, yet there 
are a few cases in which such an addition gives a different and often a good 
reading. 

In 2:13 the connective mi occurs between all except the first two nouns. Why 
not here ? If the translator inserted it, why not between each word as in 1:1 and 
2:7 ? If this difference is recensional, perhaps in the original construction the 
words following ni^ltJ'Q ^ID were adverbial accusatives as Briggs seems to take 
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them in the translation, " And I will cause all her mirth to cease in her feasts 
(and) her new moons and her sabbaths and all her festivals."* It is in fact the 
mirth of these feasts that is the prominent idea. Cf. Amos 8:10; Isa. 58:13. 
Adopting this construction of the passage, Cheyne's observation, that the sabbath 
did not pass away, becomes unnecessary. 

In 13:13 j7"T t ?Y '^l"? — hSlvef &c TiKTovorx. It is difficult to determine 
whether &>c is inserted to relieve the difficulty of the sudden change to the repre- 
sentation of Ephraim as a son immediately following, or is due to difference in 
MSS. It seems scarcely probable, if the translator had inserted it, that he would 
have been so exact in retaining the construct relation, with the particle inter- 
vening, though this construction may occur in Hebrew. 

in 4:19 DJ"T!f"O?0 = ^ T " v Ovauumiplav avrav. If this is to be taken as it 

t : ■ • 

usually is, it is the only instance of such a plural for pftf . The reading of the 
LXX., DfllPDJOO i or perhaps with Q omitted in order to avoid the repetition 
of the same sound, is better. So Hitzig, citing Zech. 14:10, etc. 

In 10:15, for ^tf-JTS. Q3 1 ? TWV i"D3 ■, too LXX. has ovn K woifou ifuv, 

V T T T T T 

okof tov '\apaffk. The addition of an fr{ before nii'J? an d "lj£^ before 7{<$ would 
give the reading at the basis of the LXX., viz., ^{Oijf* JT3 Q^> fFt^jft* , 
which gives good sense here. Why should Bethel be represented as doing this 
and not Yahweh? Cf. 10:11 ; 11:1, etc. Ewald made Yahweh, understood, the 
subject of ntJ'J? an< i 'W'fVi accusative of place. However, oIkoc tov 'lapaijl 
may have arisen from taking it as synonymous with the Hebrew, in its meaning, 
house of God; the other is generally pfcj f"|»^ • 

Other additions of this nature are oiSe in 1:7 (some MSS. have D'D1D31); 
£t«, 1:8; <jf, 5:1, and on, 5:6. 

2. There are also cases in which a word, phrase or even sentence is found in 
the Greek but not in the Hebrew. In 2:25 for ♦|7 t 7J$ tlie reading of the LXX. is 
Ki'pm( i Oebc jiov el ah, requiring HDK ^fl^N ffliT i an d this carries out the 
parallelism, giving a better balance of clauses, as well as a better meaning. 
Other gods are spoken of, as in 3:1, but Yahweh is the distinctive God of the 
Israelites. 

In 6:1 the LXX. has Myoma; as an addition. With this the Targum and 
the Peshitta agree, but in the connection it might be inserted in interpretation 
legitimately, and so one cannot say that the difference is recensional ; nor of the 
addition tov Hcbv t//*uv after npbg nvpwv for HliT *?it cau 0I)e sa y much more, 
though it is probable, as in 2:25, that the full expression occurred here. 

In 13:4 a most peculiar and remarkable passage is found in the Greek, viz., 

kyoi de Kvpioc b foof gov b ffTSpeav Tdv ovpavbv Kat ktICuv yqv, ov al x Ei P e S eaTioav naaav ttjv 
OTpaTiav tov ovpavov, Kal ov -Kapedec^a not avTa tov TropeveaOat ottcgu avTtov' na'i eye) avijyayov 



' Messianic Prophecy. New York, 1886. P. 170; (and) is inserted. 
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at ik yift AlyiiKTov k.t.X. For this Newcome* has given the following Hebrew, which 
he supposes to have been the basis of the LXX., viz., 

ynba mm ojio 

p« moi d»db> ntw 

own tas *73 w n» 

ornnte ro^ dtik ^nnn mi 

DHltO pKO ^tyO *3Jtfl 
"1J1 D7f»*l 

The omission in the Hebrew he thought might have arisen through the care- 
lessness of the scribes, passing from one *3JJO to the other. For avfyaydv he has 
the participle "frjpO which is possible, though not what a retranslation of the 
Greek requires ; in Ps. 81:11 the LXX. has the form amyayav for "l^JOJl • The 
Greek here requires "PJV'jJfil though in this place perhaps the participle is 
better. The passage gives evidence of having been translated from Hebrew by 
the Hebraisms which it contains. The occurrence of the article in rbv ovpavdv and 
its omission in ktU;<m> yijv is peculiar. The position of the indirect object aoi when 
not emphatic is peculiar in Greek, but regular in Hebrew. However, if the pas- 
sage did occur in the MS. before the translator it certainly is not from the hand of 
the Prophet. Sabaism among the Israelites is not mentioned until the time of 
Manasseh. At all events its influence came too late for Hosea's notice and more- 
over this is the only mention of it in the book, and it is not to be supposed that 
one of so intense a spirit as Hosea, would have been satisfied with giving it such 
a simple and passing notice as this. As to avyyayov it 'may be noted that in this 
place it gives a better balance of clauses to retain it; in 12:10, however, it is not 
so well retained. Other cases of this nature are found in the occurrence of yijc 

before Alyimrov for DHSDO i 12:14 5 cf - 12:10 and 13:4 '■> Sebv ¥*»', 1*: 3 > <*• 6= x ; 
avrovg after evpv for XSOn ,2:9. 

Some of the additions are cases in which a clause seems to be repeated from 
another verse, but one cannot say whether this was a copyist's error in the MS. 
from which the translation was made or is due to a Greek copyist. In 2:14 the 
addition ml to. neTetva tov ovpavov ml ra ipireTd riji yf/c is perhaps made by a copyist 
in order to assimilate it to verse 20, but one expects the promise to be wider than 
the threat of punishment. There can be no motive on the part of a copyist for 
the omission in Hebrew. In 8:13, ml h 'Aaavpioic anddapra <pdyovrai is probably 
taken from 9:3. With the addition ml avv mic ep^eroic rijc yw (4:3) cf. 2:14,20. 

II. There was, no doubt, on the part of early translators and copyists, a 
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tendency to make slight additions by way of explanation, etc., but there are also 
omissions which are not so readily explained. 

In 10:10 for the Hebrew D~IDK3- • • D~lDN") 7TIN3 the LXX. has {f/W,*) 

T : T : •■ t: v : • T ~ : 

TraiSevam ahrovQ kv tu nmdeveadai avrovf • the Vulgate, " cum corripientur propter 

duas iniquitates suas"; the Pesliitta, ^cgiZ nNim ^-.av-Ziali^ ,__.?5Z.v_ioj j_ ic . 
♦JTlJO seems to have been taken wrongly from Xi3 > but the important point in 
this connection is in the last clause. The form on which the above translations 
of this clause are based must have been DIDIfli an d this in connection with 
" iniquities " (undoubtedly the correct translation here) gives a good sense. This 
verb and D1DK1 seem to have the same meaning and as Ewald observed *)DN 
in force is weak and obscure. 

In 7:14,15 for 0^11? 'flptfl WD' 'JK1 ♦'£ TlID' the LXX. is W 

devdr/eav sv i/ioi, kcijoi Kariaxvaa tovq [ipax'iovac avrov, evidently Omitting either T^D* 

or VTlD' • The translation requires as its basis vj TAD* , very similar to 
the end of the previous verse, and the clauses of this verse are better balanced 
without vj "HID' • TIID' is probably a corruption by repetition of the preceding 
letters. For, in addition to the peculiar association of these two verbs with the 
same object, what can 'filD' mean in connection with QJl^Tir '■ Probably the 
basis of the LXX. was ^pTf"T >JN1 O 11DV • 

In 4:18 the LXX. rjycmr/aav for ")3pl "OPIN gi ves n0 equivalent, but of course 
it is impossible to give an exact translation and so l^il ma y have been omitted. 
It seems more probable, however, that it is a repetition of the last three letters of 
"D!"?K by » copyist. 

In 9:14 for OH 1 ? ffi JfiH HO the LXX. has ri Soaus avToic ; variant, add 
(5of avroif. ?/~i is perhaps a copyist's repetition of the last two letters of ?flj"| ; it 
is supported, however, by one reading of the Greek, but this may be a correction. 

III. There are also certain variations in number, person, gender, etc., which 
often give a good reading but yet are of a doubtful character. Such may be seen 
in 12:5, where, for \JN¥D' ^NiYS V? pflTVl , the LXX. has nal i6effitio&v /iov, 
sv ™ o'Uu T iiv sifioadv fie, a strange variation for which there seems to be no good 
explanation unless it is connected with the substitution of oUu 'siv for ^JWT^ ■> 
which may best be considered then in this connection, though not properly 
belonging here. About the time the translation was made and before this certain 
"tendency changes"! are said to have been made, such as, HiVl'D f° r ^NfVD > 
rOtO for HD^/D ; cf • P- 211. Elsewhere in the book Jltf/V^ is found, but here 
the historical reference demands ^Xfi'D • However, one cannot say whether 
this is due to the translator or to the MS. which he used, and the other variations 
are probably connected with this. At the end irpbs amove for ")JQ V , as Cheyne 

* This occurred in some codices and seems to have been in the original for anyone, inserting 
later to make it agree with the Hebrew, would certainly have inserted the correct translation. 
t See Geiger's Unehrift «?id Vehersetzungen der Bibel, pp. a59-433. Breslau, 1857. 

*6 
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observes, was probably for 10^. When used of the community the singular 
suffix is often translated by the plural, and so the LXX. may have taken it here. 
The Peshitta, which otherwise does not agree with the LXX., has aiiai. and this 
suits the context better. 

In 13:8 the Hebrew is {<***.*?3 DJJ' O*?*0*<' 5 the LXX., ml mratyayovrai 

• t : t ■• : : 

avrovg k/cel mv/ivoi Spv/wv ; the Peshitta, L«?l v " i ,a_ l] ^aspo . Sebok thinks 
they may have read D*?3N1 or D*?3N1 (the latter, if the person is changed, 

" : : T t - : - 

gives the proper consecution in tense, though the form in the text following in 
the same person as the preceding verbs may be regarded as coordinate with these), 
"2 before J^"2"? being erased. He also takes the preceding verbs in the first 
person as establishing the Massoretic text ; however, it is to be noted that the 
following verb is in the third person, and this arrangement would make the first 
two and the second two agree. 

In 2:8 for 1311 the LXX. is ryv ddbv avTijg ; the Peshitta, oi2uu?o] . Preced- 
ing and following this the third person is used, and such a change is hardly 
justifiable, even in Hosea, where the change is not infrequent. "13*11 "has 
nothing but difficulty in its favor " (Briggs). 

In 4:8 for lJJ>flJ the LXX. has Tag fvxag ahrav; the Peshitta, <put_fcsJ ; the 
Vulgate, "animas eorum;" Symmachus and Theodotion, h rait: fvxaig ahrav. 
Thus the versions as well as some MSS. read Dt^fiJ an d this is demanded by the 
context. However, see page 197. Compare also WO* = J113* , note 1 follow- 
ing, 12:2; "1*3 = 0"}, 9:2. 

IV. There is also a number of cases in which a substitution of one part of 
speech for another or a variation of expression is such that it is difficult to deter- 
mine whether the reading is due to difference of MSS. or to the translator. There 
may be noted, 

1. Cases of the variation of a word or expression, as in 1:7, where, for the 
Hebrew "111*1* n*"3"DKl , the LXX. has robg Skvlovg 'lovSa, requiring *J3-J"1*<*1 
mill* , which was probably in the MS. before the translator. Both expressions 

t : 

occur in Hebrew for the same idea, and in the Greek olmg may be used, as well as 
the expression here used, to convey this idea, viz., that of posterity. There is a 
score of places in the Bible where this interchange occurs, the LXX. having one 
form and the Hebrew the other. Perhaps these may be recensional; they may, 
however, be explained as due to the translator's desire for variety of expression, 
as the use of aya-xhu for Off) m 2:25 (where, however, the variant iXdu agrees 
with that in 2:3,6) must be explained. Similar to the foregoing is the variation in 

2:i, : *rr*-N *j*3 urh idn* cm *ay n*? on*? iok* = w^ ™™ f <& %aog 

fwv vfieig, nlr)6i)oovTai ml avrol viol k.t.X. If exact, the translation of the second verb 
requires Kip* • For suc h variation compare Isa. 62:4 and 32:5, where, how- 
ever, the LXX. in the first passage translates both words by mMu, the last by 
e'mov in both forms. 
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In 3:4 for ,*"D^0 the LXX. is fhxsuumjp'am = pQfO . Sebok explains the 
variation as due to the confusion of letters, f for \f and n f° r il ) or as a 
" tendency change." This latter seems more probable. Professor Ladd observes, 
" The effect from the dislike of idols and their surroundings may be seen in the 
change by the later Jews of the word |"OU D — sacred stone images which served 

T .. _ 

as altars but which were regarded as objectionable, although they appear in Gen- 
esis as used by the Patriarchs, often consecrated to the service of Jehovah, — into 
r?2?/2 •"* Tne Professor shows by a comparison of 2 Kgs. 3:2 with 1 Kgs. 16:32 
that J"OVO is the original in the latter; he also observes that the verb Qlp 
does not well apply to pOtO b ut to f"D¥0 5 cf - Deut. 16:22. 

The peculiar translation of Q*5"irn "HON by the LXX. iepareiac ovSe <V/auv, 
may possibly be attributed to the same cause. If not, the translator may have 
taken TlflX i n its usual meaning as an article of sacerdotal dress, and this then 
as the insignia of priesthood, and connected with this the Urim and Thummim 
which Ay?of represents elsewhere (Thummim, Deut. 33:8; Urim, Num. 27:21 and 
1 Kgs. 28:6). It may, however, be a free translation of 0*£*in as giving 
knowledge of things doubtful and hidden. In such cases there is too little basis 
for decision. 

In 2:16 JfTlflQ OJN = Lxx - *>'" ~' w "- Hfifi is here taken in the bad 
sense and so Cheyne's citation of Ps. 107:40, where this word is the translation of 
nyn > hardly seems necessary, though this same verb is used for n^Jl in * : 12 
and possibly occurred here. However, HDD is thus translated in Ezek. 14:9 and 
Prov. 1:10. 

In 8:11 for the Hebrew NDfl 1 ? the LXX. is yyam/uha, requiring D*iinX(?)t 
and this is better than the repetition of J^Ur? 1 ? which may be a corruption from 

rona'x*)- 

In 13:6 ty^jff = LXX. elg ttaw/wv,'^ = njntP'? ; ef - P- 209 i f or "7N-/V2 , 
12:5. 

2. Cases in which the variation may be due to a confusion of consonants. 
In 5:2 for && "(DIO »JJO IpWH O'DtP HJOfl^l the LXX. is 8 ol ay- 

pivovric rt/v dfjpav Kareirij^av, iya de ■rraidevri/c vfiuv; the Peshitta, e t v " I _.,_•, 5 ]f.o 

.o3l\.o\ ]») _-? p] Liis . The Massoretic text is so peculiar that one is inclined 
to look with favor on the versions of the LXX. and Peshitta, which carry on the 
figure of the preceding verse. But it is very difficult to determine what was the 
basis of these readings, arypeva occurs twice for "fl\J , though Trommiusf gives 
|"JJO for this word in Job 10:16, while in Prov. 6:25 it occurs possibly for Hp 1 ? • 
With only these few and doubtful cases one cannot easily find what was the basis 
here. Of/pa is usually the translation of "7>1£ , cf. Gen. 25:28 ; 27:4 ; and it seems 



* Doctrine of Sacred Scripture. New York. Vol. I., p. 707. 

t Concordantiae Graeme in Septuaginta, etc. Amsterdam J718, p. 18. 
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probable that T)\J (cf. Peshitta) was not the basis here or it would have been 
translated by dtjpeva. Moreover the peculiar position of the relative and the con- 
struction here is unexpected. The variation may be explained, though unsatis- 
factorily, by the confusion of letters, ♦¥ = JJ> , ~] = H and □ for £3 , O'TVt?)* 
Q2)7 — D('?)3'? • It ' s easier, however, with Sebbk to suppose a confusion of 
sound in which ClU!! = O'tpt^n • Tne MSS. seem to have been obscure here. 
Compare that preceding, viz., at the end of ch. 4 ; cf. p. 214. 

In 9:13 for the Hebrew H1J3 ffrVltJ' "IIV 1 ? the LXX. has m Oypav Trapearyoav 
ra Teitva ah-uv, simplifying the difficult Massoretic reading, and with slight altera- 
tion, giving a fair parallelism. However, there has been a confusion of letters, 
etc., and as the reading involves the unexpected change from Dn\J3 in the first 
part to VJ3 in the second, also the use of "pif in a sense in which it does not 
occur elsewhere so far as I have been able to learn, it may be due to the trans- 
lator. The form n'TlfiB' = (rf?)lW i n this reading. 

In 9:7 for the Hebrew KOJil *?*)$ *7X"\UP I^T the LXX. has *al 
KaKuOf/aeTm '\<jparfk aanep 6 Trpoipr/rr^ k.t.a. The difficulty of the Massoretic text ren- 
ders the translation doubtful. The LXX. seems not to have had ^IK and this 
may be a repetition of the last letters of the preceding word ; however, as Vltf 
is frequently translated by kukov it may be contained in KaKudf/aerai, which requires 
(1)jn» for !|JH> . K*3Jil in this reading would be NOJ3 . The idea then is 
that at that time Israel will be humiliated as the prophet is now. The last clause 
of the verse is probably altered to render the verb conformable with the previous 
"1J1J? • enAr/dvv0ri for J"ft*1 is better syntax than the A.V., viz., " great hatred." 
According to the received reading of this verse, as Cheyne suggests, it is necessary 
to supply some introductory words if the idea of reproach is conveyed. But if the 
true prophets are referred to, in what sense is 1 V"1» used ? 

In 11:4 for the Hebrew '"jjl ^ • ^"JK V 1 ?^ C3N1 the LXX. has ml kinfite- 
ijiofmi -n-pbg airdv, 6wr/ao/iai avr<f> k.t.a. The peculiar form 7OIX may have misled 
the translator, and even if it comes from ^N an object would be expected. This 
and the fact that $? at the beginning of the following verse is inconsistent with 
8:13; 9:3,6; 11:11, unless indeed one admit with Kuenen* that the prophet con- 
tradicts himself, favors the reading f? which interchange with $"> is not infre- 
quent in the Hp and 2TD > and this with ^OIK is no more difficult than the 
peculiar use of the word. 'empMijio/iat may be a free translation of J3J< or 
£0 , 3N(-' > )- Tne misconception of the preceding part of the verse (cf. p. 204) is 
shown here also, but this does not greatly affect it for the purpose here considered. 

In 5:11 for ")i£ the LXX. has ™v /laraiuv = i$)$ , which is frequently trans- 

t : t 

lated by fidraiog.-f If ))£ were the form the article would be expected. The 



* Prophets and Prophecy in Israel. London, 1877. P. 158. 

t Geiger, Urschrift und Uebersetzungen, p. 411, regards fiaraiuv as a free translation of fif 
(Vulgate), which was changed to IX on account of offensiveness. 
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error of a scribe would be the more easy, since the initial letters of »J}fl are the 
same as the last letters of tfW (Seeker). 

In 9:3 for the Hebrew QHVO DH3X DJJ'I the LXX. has KaruKtjaev 'Efpalp, 
Alyv-KTov and this carries out the contrast with the first part of the verse very well, 
but possibly it is a confusion of ♦ for ") since the conjunction would be expected 
here. Cf. also 14:8, ^{jf* = Kadiovvrai = «ft{j>> (?). 

In 7:1 'Nfl-D = 'EvVp maaedai fis = >K£fO (?). Cf. 6:11. 

V. Closely connected with the preceding are a few cases of transposition of 
letters and words as in 8:13, where, for l^Wl "ItJO MlZV *3)"Dn TOf > the 
LXX. has Siotl kav (Hiaaai Ovcsiav nal fyayuai upca. The Hebrew is peculiar and diffi- 
cult, if indeed it is Hebrew at all. Usually the LXX. follows the Hebrew 
order, especially in difficult passages, and the translation here would indicate that 
the Hebrew at the basis of it was, ~)jJO I^DN* CD? lrOP DN *D i which gives 
the same arrangement of clauses as the received reading, or even better than this. 
*2f"On looks very much like a peculiar repetition of the letters in f"|D? slightly 
altered, viz., ,-f for H • For the use of Q{< *3 cf. 9:12 (LXX.) ; cf. also ♦£ QJ , 
9:16. 

In 6:3 for the Hebrew f**lK pflV JJ'Ip'^OD the LXX. has ■KpUjm^ ml ofiftoq 
yij, and this order requires ^"l^C 1 ?} JJ'lp'^Ol IT1V » taking pf")V as a noun 
as the A.V. also. The arrangement would then be similar to that in Joel 2:23, 
but the usual order may be taken because the word is taken as a noun, though 
this is not probable. 

In 7:16 for the Hebrew *jy Vk7 "OW the LXX. has amorpa^cav dc ovSfa; 
the Peshitta, ^jfio P*. Vi» aasoiZ) . These versions give little help here ; they 
seem to have taken these two words in the reverse order, viz., tf 1 ? ^ > unless 
the sense is "to the not high one," "no god" (Gesenius), which is not probable. 
In the former case J^ 1 ? would hardly be used as this arrangement requires. 
Williams' conjecture, "^IX 1 ? ,* is also impossible. 

In 13:10 for the Hebrew NlfiN "p^lD '(IN the LXX. has mm & paotiebc aov 
ov-os; which is a fair translation, taking <HN as an interrogative, and it seems 
probable that the letters i and H have been transposed, the original being |"pN ■> 
and this is confirmed by Klfltf , which would naturally follow fp}< as an enclitic, 
but is peculiar after »nX • The form *r?N would arise the more easily since it 
occurs in v. 7 and elsewhere. The forms in v. 14 were probably |"PX a ^ so - So 
the versions in 13:10. 

In 13:15 there is clearly a transposition of letters, 1V*1K f° r "fifttt > but 
amiss. 

Recessional Variations. 

There are still other variations of a different nature from those already con- 
sidered. These are of such a character that they can only be explained by 

* The Hebrew Prophets. London, 1886. In loco. 
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supposing the translator to have used a MS. differing somewhat from the MSS. 
underlying the present Massoretic text. An examination of these cases will show 
this. There may be noted, 

I. Additions. 

In 4:17 for "^"flirt the LXX. has 16/jksv iavru mdvtiala. Nowack and Simson 
regard this as an interpretation in explanation of the preceding D'SV^ > but as 
Ewald perceived there is an incompleteness in the verse as it now stands, " And 
Ephraim shall not be left with his idols as is strongly enough expressed, v. 19." 
The sentiment too is foreign to the spirit of Hosea and especially so if satirical. 
This also is against the reading of Ewald, viz., " the scandal giveth him restora- 
tion." He supposes some such word as ^ItJOQ to have dropped out of the text 
and vocalizes fTJH • ■"■* seems better, however, to vocalize (Tittl i which is 
used of the setting up of idols (cf. Isa. 46:7 and 2 Kgs. 17:29), and to construe 
(? D'^ltJOO as object of the verb. Thus the reading would be, Ephraim is 
joined to idols, he hath set a stumbling-block for himself. The last clause then car- 
ries out the idea preceding and gives good parallelism ; note also the connection 
with the following verse according to the LXX. 

In 4:18 for H'JJQ Vbp CDi!) "DUN the LXX. has yyairyoav an/iiav ck 

(jipvay/MToc avrf/c. By the addition of a letter ($$) and a change of pointing, a vari- 
ant, and in this case a much better reading, is obtained. The MSS. underlying 
the Massoretic text seem to have been corrupted or obscure in this place as the 
peculiar Hebrew and variations of the LXX. in the last verses of this chapter as 
well as the opening of the next chapter indicate. The Hebrew of this clause is 
certainly very peculiar, but accepting a suggestion of the LXX., an excellent 
reading is obtained. Hermann* pointed out the fact that though the present 
reading of the LXX. gives no fit sense, yet a restoration of that which was its 
basis gives a form susceptible of a good translation : he suggests fpJlJOJO Wlt h 
the translation " sie lieben Schande mehr als ihre Ehre." Cheyne favors this cor- 
rection, referring pj>{Jl to Yahweh, the Pride of Israel, her God. Cf. Zech. 11:3. 
He would then translate "they love infamy rather than her Excellency. 1 '' The 
peculiarity of the Greek shows that the translator was following Hebrew. 

II. There are also a few cases of omission which indicate that certain letters 
and words were not in the MS. before the translator. 

In 2:23 for the Hebrew D'/Dt^'Pl DK flJJft* TV\7V DKJ iU^K the LXX. 
has Myei Kvpioc sTraiiovoo/mi T(f ohpavCi. The first ("O^X occurs unexpectedly here 
in the Hebrew and evidently was not in the MS. before the translator, for it is 
not his tendency to omit. 

In 8:2 for Hfrnjj" *]WV ♦if?** Ipjtf* ^ the LXX. has e/ie Ksupd^ovrai '0 
fodf iyvhuajikv ae. ^JOtJ'* occurs in apeculiar position and is probably taken from 
the following verse ; a copyist's error, since there can be no reason for its omission. 
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In 14:3 for the Hebrew WfifitP DHfl ntf?5J01 the LXX. has ml hvra^o- 
duoo/tev Kapnbv x^cm rjjimi. Here the omission of a letter causes an important 
change and relieves a clumsy construction of the Hebrew. The difficulty of the 
received reading is the only thing in its favor, if indeed the construction is 
justifiable. But it is just such peculiarities that a careful study of the LXX., 
and restoration of the text underlying it, will show to be incorrect readings. The 
proposal of Newcome to read Hfl after the LXX. relieves the difficulty and 
receives some confirmation also from Heb. 13:15, where the connection points to 
this passage rather than Isa. 57:19. This does not occur in the LXX. of Isa. 
57:19, and ^'J is not translated by napndc. The Peshitta also, departing from 
the LXX. and Massoretic text in other particulars, agrees with the LXX. in 
reading *")3 . The explanation of this variation given by Pococke, shows to 
what conjectures one is driven by the theory that the translation of the LXX. is 
based on the same MSS. as those underlying the Massoretic text, or rather that 
there were no variations in the MSS. He observed, ' Por this end I conceive that 
mpnix; here is by the Greek taken in the same notion that iidpxw/ia or K&pKhms is 
by them elsewhere used, viz., for a whole burnt offering, which usually the Rabbins 
tell us were some of them called fQtD 1 ? f *p •> the napirdc or summer fruit of the 
altar, so were such free-will offerings, they say, called ; because they were to the 
altar as summer fruits to a table after a banquet.'* 

III. There are also some cases of variation through change of person, num- 
ber, etc. The character of these is here considered. 

In 12:9 for Xfaft -|g>N W ,l ? 1N¥D> N 1 ? *P*^ *?3 the LXX. has ndvrec 

ol n&voi avrov oi>x evpedr/aovrai avrC>, 61 aSwiac ac fjnaprtv. When fcJ^fQ i" Used of dis- 
covering a fault it is usually followed by 3 of person ; but it is often used with 
*? in the sense "to suffice," and this gives a better sense here, adopting the 
suffix of the third person for the first in *JftJ* . Thus Cheyne, " (but) all his 
profits will not suffice for (i. e., to expiate) the guilt which he has incurred," 
reading K£DH "MX Y\tf? 1N¥0* N 1 ? VjftJ* *?5 5 out this is a rather forced 
meaning, (to expiate?), and it seems better to follow the LXX., reading ^ for 
♦*? and putting the preposition ^p (cf. 9:15) before ft)} thus it would read 
NtOn KifH Iiy ty I 1 ? 1N¥0* K 1 ? YW *7D . i- e -> al1 his Profits will not suffice 
him because of the guilt which he has incurred. This gives the same connection with 
the next verse as the reading suggested by Gheyne as it also gets "rid of the 
unnatural distinction supposed above between 'iniquity' and 'sin.'" 

In 11:3 for Vnjm? ty OHp OnStt? ♦n'MTn Vm the LXX. has ml 

eyo aweTrdSiaa rbv '~E<j>paifi, dvi/uifiov avrov kirl rbv jipax'mvd fiov; the Vulgate, "portabam 

eos in bracheis meis " ; the Peshitta, *±» \—±> <oJ] &Xaoo >a-^j^. Z^i |J|e> . 
Of the peculiar forms VV?jnfi an< i Dflp one cannot say much except to note 

* Theological Works. London, 1740. Vol. II., p. 684. 
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that the translation of these forms is such as to indicate, at least, that the Hebrew 
was followed, and so the following may be relied upon as accurate. owcir6dusa is 
evidently an effort to translate the root ^J"! , though influenced by the concep- 
tion of the following verse. Cappelle* justifies it by making it equal to " attem- 
perare pedem." The form Qflp , however, is anomalous and according to the 
translations was at least taken as the equivalent of DTlPlp 1 ? ■> an d this must have 
been the original since DHp cannot be explained as an infinitive or participle. At 
all events the translation " taking them by their arms," A.V., is contrary to the 
use of *7J7 an d it also involves the difficulty already mentioned, while " he took 
them on his arms" (R.V. margin) involves a sudden change of person as well as 
philological objections. It seems better, therefore, with Cheyne, Nowack and 
others, to read 'fijm? ^ ^DTUlp 1 ? > "I took them up in my aims." Cf. 
E.V., also Isa. 63:9. 

In 2:18 for the Hebrew *"? »K"|pn X'?') *£"N Wlpil the LXX. has naUau 
fie for both ; the Vulgate, " vocabit me," for both ; the Peshitta, sO-i-oZ for both. 
The Hebrew, strangely, has the verbs in the second person and omits '*? after the 
first verb, though two codices have it.f The LXX., as indicated, translates both 
clauses in the same way and the verb is in the third person, agreeing with that 
preceding and following. The Vulgate, seldom agreeing with the LXX., is con- 
firmatory here. 

Similar to this is a peculiar change in 5:3, where, for DHflX JTJfn HD^ *3 

/N*1tJ" XJDtOJ the LXX. has Swti viiv i^eir6pvevaev 'E0p<z<y/, i/iiavBi] 'Icparjl ; the 

Peshitta, V-ljja-] »ql^)o >a-.^sl w«J] J^si? ^ — J— io ; the Vulgate, " quia nunc 
fornicatus est Ephraim, contaminatus est Israel " ; the Targum, ?^£3 f,JO '"IN 
^K")^' n*3 'DNfiDN DHflNt fVS • It would seem that the persons should 
agree, and the third person of the first verb in the versions is certainly as good as 
the received reading. Note also Q*rQ3££TFl = KarouuS ec, 2:20. 

IV. Finally several substitutions of letters, words and phrases occur, and 
they are of such a character as to show that they are not due to the translator. 

In 13:9 for the Hebrew "p^D *3 >0 ^JOt^ *]ntlW the LXX. has 
ry 6uuj>eopa aov 'i<jpa?/X tiq fioifiiiazi ; the Peshitta, ^ifiJ alio . Sebok supposes »2 

may have come from ">Qt (Cappelle). *3 may have come from *Q or 3 also, for 
the LXX. and Peshitta must have read "1"1?^3 *J3 and that this is a better read- 
ing than that of the Massoretic text, a simple comparison of the texts shows, as 
well as the peculiar readings and ellipses supposed in attempts to translate the 
received reading. Cf . R.V. Cheyne retains ^ , reading "1*1^3 *0 *0 , " He 
hath destroyed thee, O Israel; yea who is thy help?" However, there is no 
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reason for its omission by the translator. The conjecture of Houbigant* and 
others after him, viz., *1"lfJ^» is unnecessary since the construction with "} is 
good. Cf. Nah. 3:9 ; Pss. 118:7 and 35:2. Of course the translation of nfihtS' 
cannot be sustained as exact. 

In 13:5 for the Hebrew *|*fij7T 'JN the LXX. has eya iwoifiaivov at ; the 
Peshitta, fL*iA jj] . Here, as Sebbk well points out, "WVJPl suits the fol- 
lowing ""Q103 as well as the next verse better, ~j and "| are readily confused ; 
note also the ' of ♦JJ^ which might easily be repeated. The Targum gives a free 
rendering in |inO*1i^ J~l'p5iD NJX > but it shows the sense demanded here. 

In 13:15 for KHfl* D'HK }*5 Nli7 *3 the LXX. has Sion oi^og ivaftiaov 
adetyarv Staare'Kei ; the Vulgate, " Quia ipse inter fratres dividit, etc." ; the Peshitta, 

>_a.o jsJ . These versions require *"J*"l£)* instead of ^Hfl' ■> f° r it is not 

probable that they took this verb as equivalent to the Arabic ^yi . This then 
becomes a reference to the separation between Judah and Israel. Cf. Zech. 11:14. 

In 5:8 for the Hebrew 7*0*J3 "1HHK the LXX. has c^arr/ j3evtu/tiv. Here 
again is a peculiar phrase in Hebrew, it being necessary to supply to convey the 
supposed meaning, while the LXX. 7*0*^2} Till is a t once clear and forcible in 
this connection. Cf. the translation of Tin > 11:10,11. Cheyne's translation of 
this is good-, viz., " Benjamin is distraught." For the conjecture of Meier,t viz., 
iT*ir?X i I fail to find the support which he finds in the LXX. It is evident that 
the Massoretic reading might readily have been corrupted to the present form. 
Cf. Judg. 5:14. 

In 13:2 for the Hebrew Q^XJ? DJIDTD Q in some texts) the LXX. has 
Kar'sUdva e'MXuv; the Vulgate, "quasi similitudinem idolorum"; the Targum, 
flnrWyp (pnflMO *OnO pn"? nairi)- These versions require the 
reading Q*35f^ JTJiWO > which indicates that there was no art then in the 
manufacture of such images (Cheyne). 

In 2:11 for f^DO 1 ? * ne -^XX. has tov /a) KaXbxTeiv, which requires filDS/Q , 
as this is the usual method of translation of the infinitive with f Q . Commenta- 
tors have succeeded in explaining the use of the ^ as that of purpose, but an 
ellipsis must be supposed, such as, which should have covered. Strange infinitive 
force ! If referred to the nouns as DIDD 1 ? must be, another pointing of the con- 
sonants at the basis of the LXX. would be more forcible, viz., HIDDQ • Of. 
Ezek. 1:11,23, etc. However, the reading j"liD30 is the one expected from the 
context. 

In 5:7 for jy"jn the LXX. has epvaijiri. Kuinoel's conjecture JJHH (cited 
by Drake) is due to the theory that the variations must be explained so as to 
harmonize with the Massoretic text, and this only involves the confusion of ") 
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and ~\ , but JJH|"J ' s n °t translated by ipvcifi?] in the LXX., though this is not 
decisive. It seems more probable that the reading was ^'Dfl • Cf. Joel 1:4 
(LXX.). The sense of the LXX. is manifest, needing no explanation. If JjHn 
is taken in the sense of month, the most natural meaning, as it occurs without 
the article, then, as Prebendary Huxtable observes, "The Hebrew scriptures 
perhaps furnish no other example of that particular form of personification by 
which a period of time is spoken of as itself effecting what is done by other 
agents in it."* 

In 4:18 for QJOD "ID the LXX. is tf pence xavavaiovg. It is supposed by many 
commentators that the translation of the LXX. arose from the reading D*N2D 

• T : 

and the confusion of the Sabeans with the Canaanites, but this again is due to a 
theory. Only on the supposition that the MS. underlying the translation differed 
somewhat from those underlying the Massoretie text, can such variations be 
explained satisfactorily. A remark of Ewald shows that a fair reading is given 
by the LXX., viz., "it attached itself in close friendship to the Canaanites; in 
which case we should have to read U^D "ID (comp. nD"D)> an< * the sense would 
not be bad in this connection as well as suitable to the words in 12:8, if only 
W}2 were not so very unlike the letters DK3D •" Theory then is all that is 
against the reading of the LXX. ~]Q (ID*) * s n °t so translated in the LXX., but 
was chosen because of the similarity of the letters. "IPO is the word most com- 
monly so translated, but does not seem quite suitable here, though a better word 
does not suggest itself to the writer. 

In 8:10 for DHL!' lf?D H&ftD D#P ^ITl the LXX. is ml Kow&omm funpfo 
tov xp' ieiv jiacAca nal apxovrac. Ewald's rendering of the Hebrew, " cease a little " 
(pointing ^fTl) an d " sorrow a little" (A.V.), are both open to Nowack's ques- 

■ t : 

tion, Why a little ff Nor is the reading given by Simson, Wiinsche, etc., better, 
viz., " in a little, etc." What usage is this ? JO^Q in 1:4, cited by Nowack, is 
different. Nor yet that of Hitzig, Keil,J R.V., etc., "they shall begin to be 
diminished " (reading J3J7Q as inf. or " adject, verb "). Cheyne well asks, " Why 
' begin ' ?" None of the above explanations being satisfactory, the only remedy 
is with Cheyne to turn to the LXX. which reads "pf2 tTWDD tD^D I^ITI 
DH 'ffl\ > possibly H^rPl as Ewald read, may be retained ; the rendering would be 

• t : 

"that they may cease for a little from anointing a king and princes.'''' The reading 
" king and princes " is found in some Hebrew MSS. and in the versions : it is 
confirmed also in the following citations by Reuss,§ viz., ch. 3:4; 7:5; 8:4 and 
13:10, where " king " and " princes " are thus associated. 

In 3:2 for the Hebrew W)j?ty ^rf?) O^Vty ^h) the LXX. has ml yofibp 

* Bible Commentary. London, 1876. Vol. VI., p. 440. 

t Der Prophet Hosea. Berlin, 1880, p. 150. 

t Commentary on the Minor Prophets. Edinburgh, 1878. Vol. I., p. 116. 

8 La Bible. Part II. Les PropMtes. Paris, 1876. In loco. 
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Kptdav mil vkfitk alvov ; never ij/uaopov for "Ifi 1 ? , as Gesenius and a number of com- 
mentators give it, so far as I have been able to learn. Cheyne suggests that 
probably the translator was unacquainted with the " lethech ;" but this fails to 
account for the transliteration of a Hebrew word. As Tipfr is one of the ana% 
7,Ey6fiEvo. and there is no measure corresponding to it in the Egyptian dry measure, 
which, as Cheyne observes, " in other details agrees exactly with the Hebrew," it 
is very difficult to determine the cause of the variation and at the same time sus- 
picion is cast on the Hebrew word. y6/mp is used as often for "1QI7 as for ")J3^ ,* 
and so one cannot determine which was in the MS. before the translator, or some 
aid in explaining the variation might be derived from it. olvov for Q v "\j?SJ' might 
be explained from the use of barley to make wine. Compare also the plural of 
npiBfi in Greek; or possibly, according to Schleusner, "Sed mihi *"OJ£? legisse 

T " 

videntur." 

No explanation on the ground of the use of a MS. similar to that of the Mas- 
soretic text is satisfactory. Why should the translator give a Hebrew word in 
Greek letters if he did not find it in the MS. before him ? Newcome supposed 
that 8v!anog, which Symmachus used in the translation here, had crept into the 
Greek from the Hebrew. This change, however, would not have occurred long 
before the translation of the LXX., while the word is found in the Odyssey and 
was used also by Aristophanes ; moreover there is another word, ^v0oc, which is 
just as likely to have come from "ID 1 ? , but it occurs in Aristophanes, Euripides 
and Herodotus. It seems more probable that the Hebrew came from the Greek, 
from confusing the two words, perhaps, with a transposition of consonants, viz., 

S v l (Iffll — a very easy confusion with the different arrangement of the con- 
sonants in the Greek words. The former was used for meal, etc., and from the 
Greek translation, may have passed into Hebrew in this disguised form. There 
seems to have been great confusion among the Fathers in the reading of this 

passage. A remark by Epiphanius, viz., Aeden Ae, wf iv ™ 'Qmje ™ irpofqry elpqrai, 
on EfuodoxjdfiTiv huavrCi TiedeK upcdoiv' kv avrcypafocc; (ft, yop-op uptfitiv, to avr6 elm' Skua 

yap Kal irhre ijloSloi arijiai.vovTai ovtoi,\ shows that he regarded the " lethech " and the 
homer as the same measure wrongly, thinking that there were two homers, one of 
twelve and the other of fifteen baths, the " lethech " corresponding to the latter. 
This looks as if there had been an understanding that the two expressions were 
equivalent or that M0sk was an explanation of youop. In the editor's discussion of 
this passage, a reading from Ambrosius is cited, viz., "Et conduxi earn gomor 
hordei et semi-gomor hordei et nevel vini." This combines the two readings, but 
affords no light on the question considered, except in showing that the texts of 



* Driver, however, gives a number of instances showing y to he the transliteration of y 
(c ?), pp. 105,106. 
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the versions have been tampered with. Whatever the origin of the variation may 
be, the reading of the.LXX. is at least as satisfactory as the received reading. 

The explanation of this, referring to 2 Kgs. 7:18, and the inference that a 
homer and a half of barky would have a value of fifteen shekels, which plus the 
fifteen shekels of silver would equal the price of a slave, Ex. 21:32, is simply 
arbitrary. It rests upon the following uncertainties : the value of (1) barley, (2) a 
slave, (3) "lpi7 '■> the reason for the amount being (1) the price of a slave, (2) part 
money, part barley. The best explanation of the received reading is that this 
amount was given for provision- (Huxtable), and this applies to the LXX. also. 
Cf. I Sam. 25:18; II Sam. 16:1. An offering might also have been contemplated, 
cf. I Sam. 1:24; perhaps a jealousy offering, cf. Num. 5. 

Concluding Observations. 

Thus it is seen that, while there are many variations in the LXX., most of 
these can be satisfactorily explained. It is inevitable that there should be some 
corruption in the Greek text, and this renders the reading in some places doubt- 
ful, but such cases are nearly always manifest and thus one is warned not to use 
these for critical purposes. The fact also that the translator's aim was to pro- 
duce a translation for the use of the people of his times, and not that the Hebrew 
text might be reconstructed from it, allowed him to translate as he understood 
the Hebrew, and thus to interpretation a number of minor variations may be 
attributed. Yet the fairness and the literalness of the translation are, withal, 
astonishing ; and these would no doubt seem even greater if we had the MS. from 
which the translation was made. 

The faithful reproduction of Hebrew idioms and even the order of words in 
Hebrew is remarkable. In ch. 1:9 the translation aai kya ov«. tljii i/iav, shows that 
if Q , |l t 7K'? h as dropped out of the text, as many suppose, it must have been 
before the LXX. was translated. Many other passages showing that the LXX. is 
a protection against rash conjecture, might also be adduced. But is the value of 
such a translation to end with this ? So, many treat it. An example may suffice 
to show how the translations of the LXX. are usually treated, viz., in ch. 2:22 the 
text of the Western Jews is ,1111' J")X rU?T as found in our Hebrew Bibles, but 
in the Babylonian codex the reading is HliT 'Jtf »0 nj^T • ^ ow if our He- 
brew text had happened to have read as the Babylonian codex, ho doubt those 
who regard the LXX. as of no value, would have found here a false translation 
of the LXX., supporting the text by the Vulgate, "scies quia ego Dominus." 
Both translations, however, may be sustained on the supposition that there were 
different readings in the Hebrew MSS., as there are in this case. This illustrates 
the difference between the explanation of the variations, by those who hold that 
there were different recensions of the Hebrew text, and that given by those who 
do not admit this. 



The Septuagint Text of Hoeea. 221 

In the present investigation it has been the aim to explain all the variations 
which can fairly be attributed to the translation as due to this. But after one has 
studied the character of these variations, whether due to free translation or to 
imperfect transmission of the text, and has noted the general tendency of the 
translator in those instances in which it is evident he has given a free translation, 
he finds that there are some variations which might possibly be attributed to the 
translator, but are more likely due to difference of recension or perhaps in some 
cases to imperfect transmission of the text. There are still other variations, how- 
ever, which cannot be explained in this way. These can only be explained as 
arbitrary or recensional, but the general fidelity of the translator will not allow 
the former explanation, moreover the excellence of the readings in many cases 
will not admit it. Certainly the important variations are not numerous, but one 
would not expect many variations in Hebrew MSS. of a book the size of Hosea. 

The peculiar addition in ch. 13:4 may be thought to reflect on the character 
of the MS. used by the translator. Yet such peculiarities may easily be detected, 
and it is to be remembered that if we had the early Hebrew MSS. it would be 
necessary to use critical judgment in choosing a variant reading, just as is the 
case with the MSS. of the New Testament. It seems of great importance there- 
fore that the text of the LXX. receive more attention, that it may be had in its 
very best and most complete form, in order that a more careful comparison of the 
version with the Massoretic text may be made. Great results certainly may be 
expected from such study, even in the Minor Prophets, where the translators are 
supposed to have treated the text with great liberty. 

It seems strange that the American Kevisers, otherwise less conservative 
than the English Committee, should have disagreed with the latter in that they 
refused any reference to the Septuagint and other versions. Care must certainly 
be used and great discrimination in the study of the versions for textual purposes, 
but to throw such a valuable critical aid as the Septuagint out of consideration, is 
to reject what Providence has preserved ; it is to close one's eyes to the light. 



